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GROUND OF REJ E CTION 1 
Claims 1- 6, 8-12, 14-21, 23-29, and stand rejected as allegedly being unpatentable under 
35 U.S.C. §103(a) over Scorsc et al. (5,426,513) in view of Cash ct al (5,481,312). 

Clai m 1 

Appellants contend that Scorse in view of Cash docs not leach or suggest the feature: "a 
prioritized graphics file residing in the memory, the prioritized graphics file defining higher 
priority image transmission portions and lower priority image transmission portions that have 
been selected and assigned priorities such that when the prioritized graphics file is transferred 
across a network, the higher priority image transmission portions of the prioritized graphics file 
are transmitted before the lower priority image transmission portions of the prioritized graphics 
file/* 

The Examiner's Answer admits that "Scorsc et al docs not explicitly disclose that a single 
prioritized graphics file residing in the memory, which contains higher priority image 
transmission portions and lower priority image transmission portions. *\ 

The Bxamincr's Answer alleges that "Cash ct al discloses that the method of transmitting 
a prioritized video bitstrcam [ ,T a priori tizcd_qraphi cs Hie"], which stored in hard disc 115, 202 
["memory' 1 ]* including a plurality of high priority segments ["higher priority ima^e transmission 
port ions"} and low priority segments ["lower priority imape transmission portion s"], thereby 
generating the high priority segments first on monitor in client. (Sec Fig 1, Fig 2, Fig 4, Abstract, 
col T line 52^62)' 9 

The Examiner's Answer argues: "It would have obvious to one having ordinary skill in 
09/181,402 2 
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the nit at the time of Applicant's invention to incorporate the teaching of Cash et al into the 
teaching of Scorse et al, becau.se they both relate to method of transmitting image/graphic data in 
network, and the teachings/suggestions in Scorse (See col 6 line 17-19) regarding of 
"transmission time is kept to a minimum and the information of most importance is transmitted 
with priority", would provide the motivation to have prioritized image file, in order to 
retrieve/render more important/significant information with effective and easy manner." 

In response, Appellants contend that the Examiner's argument for modifying Scorse by 
Cash's alleged teaching of storing higher and lower priority image transmission portions of a 
prioritized graphics file in the memory is not persuasive. Scorse discloses that the higher and 
lower priority image transmission portions of a visual image are selected by the user (also called 
"operator" by Scorse) after the user is presented with a visual image. In particular, the user 
sequentially: selects a first portion of the image, transmits the first portion, selects a second 
portion of die image, transmits the second portion, etc. See Scorse, col. 5, 63 - coh 6, line 33, 
The aforementioned role ofthe user in sequentially prioritizing and transmitting the portions of 
the image to be transmitted is the essence of Scorsc's invention and cannot be eliminated. Sec 
Scorse, col, 2, lines 35-41 ("It is yet another object of the present invention to provide a novel 
video image system and method in which the resolution of the image to be transmitted maybe 
controlled by the operator ofthe video system in accordance with the operator's interest in the 
contents ofthe video imago"). Sec also Scorse, col, 2 1 lines 42-45 ("It is still a further object of 
the present invention to provide a novel system and method of video image transmission whereby 
the portion of the image of most interest to the user is transmitted first"). Therefore, Appellants 
contend that the higher and lower priority image transmission portions of the visual image in 

09/181,402 3 
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Scorsc do not exist until selected by the user. 

The next question is wheLher there is motivation to generate a file and store the file in 
memory, wherein the file would contain the higher and lower priority image transmission 
portions of ihc visual image, As explained supra, this file would have to be generated after the 
user selects the higher and lower priority image transmission portions. Appellants argue that no 
such motivation exists. In fact, generation of such a file would serve no purpose, because 
Seorse's disclosed method of sequentially selecting and transmitting the portions of the image in 
their order of priority is extremely efficient. See Scorse, col. 6, lines 17-19 ("In this way, 
transmission time is kept to a minimum and the information ofmost importance is transmitted 
with priority"). In fact, to generate such a file and store the file in memory would actually delay 
transmission of die higher priority portions by preventing the high priority portions from being 
transmitted until the lower priority portions have been selected and stored in memory along with 
the higher priority portions in such a file. Therefore, generation of such a file would in fact be 
contrary to Scorse's technique of transmitting the higher priority immediately after tiicy arc 
selected by the user and would unnecessarily delay transmission time. Accordingly, it would not 
be obvious to a person of ordinary skill in die art to generate such a file, 

In relation to the preceding argument that to generate such a file and store the file in 
memory would actually delay transmission of the higher priority portions, the Examiner's 
Answer in "Response to Argument 1 ' argues that "as indicated in Fig 4 of Scorsc, generation of 
graphic file is necessarily required for transmitting image data across the network, (i.e. 'data 
packet', shown in Fig 4 of Scorsc; Sec col 6 line 52, cal 7 line 10-11 ] therefore, implementing the 

09/181,402 4 
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prioritized graphic file into the Scorso's technique would provide the transmission of image data 
between the networks with minimum transmission time with information priority " 

In response, Appellants contend that the preceding argument in the Examiner's Answer is 
not persuasive, because generation of data packets for transmission of image data between the 
networks docs not require generation and storage of a graphics file in memory. Indeed, Scorse, 
col. 6> line 56 - col, 7, line 27 discloses that the screen is divided into blocks of pixels and the 
data packets are constructed by selectively loading such blocks of pixels directly into the data 
packets, Scorse does not disclose generating a file from the selected data blocks, nor would there 
be any motivation to do so in Scorse, since the direct loading of the blocks of pixels into the data 
packets (as taught by Scorse) minimizes delay and transmission time of the higher priority 
portions. 

In addition, the Examiner's Answer in "Response to Argument 11 argues that " Cash et al 
clearly discloses that the method of transmitting a prioritized video bitstrcam f^a .prioritized 
graphics file*], including a plurality of high priority segments f 1higher_priorit v image 
transm i ssion porti pns" J and low priority segments Slowe r priority image transmission portions'], 
(hereby generating the high priority segments first on monitor in client, (Sec Fig 1 , Fig 2, Fig 4, 
Abstract, cot 1 line 52-62) '\ 

In response, Appellants contend that the preceding argument in the Examiner's Answer is 
not persuasive, because the issue is not what Cash discloses but rather whether it is obvious to 
modify Scorse to generation and store a file in memory, wherein the file would contain the higher 
and lower priority image transmission portions of the visual image, for which the Examiner's 

09/181,402 5 
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Answer has not presented any persuasive argument. 

Based on the preceding arguments, Appellants contend that claim 1 is not unpatentable 
under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) over Scorse in view of Cash. Accordingly, Appellants argue that the 
rejection of claim 1 is improper and should be reversed. 

Claim.2 

Since claim 2 depends from claim 1 , which Appellants have argued supra to be 
patentable under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a), Appellants maintain that claim 2 is not unpatentable under 
- 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a). 

In addition, Appellants contend that Scorse in view of Cash docs not disclose "the 
receiving computer comprising an imago interpreter and an image viewer residing on the 
receiving computer, the image interpreter translating the received image transmission portions of 
the prioritized graphics file into image data, such that the image viewer can display the higher 
priority image transmission portions of the prioritized graphics file before displaying the 
lower priority image transmission portions of the prioritized graphics file' 9 (emphasis 
added). 

Tho Examiner's Answer argues: "Regarding claim 2» refer to the discussion for the claim 
I hereinabove, Cash ct al further discloses that a receiving computer [230] receiving image 
transmission portions of the prioritized graphics file [a prioritized video bitstrcam], the receiving 
computer comprising an image interpreter [i.e. 221,223,224] and an image viewer [225] residing 
on the receiving computer, the image interpreter translating the received image transmission 

09/181,402 6 
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portions of the prioritized graphics file into image data, such that the image viewer can display 
the higher priority image transmission portions of the prioritized graphics file before displaying 
the lower priority image transmission portions of the prioritized graphics file. (Sec Pig 2, Fig 4, 
coll line 51^62)". 

In response, Appellants content that col, 1, lines 51-62 of Cash does not support the 
allogation in the Examiner's Answer that Cash discloses "displaying] the higher priority image 
transmission portions of the prioritized graphics file before displaying the lower priority image 
transmission portions of the prioritized graphics file." Jn fact, Cash, col. 2, lines 57*62 recite; 
"When the low priority partition is received at the receiver location, its segments arc interleaved 
with each generated high priority segment, in real time to recreate the video bitstrcam". The 
preceding quote from Cash does not teach or suggest that the higher priority image transmission 
portions are displayed before the lower priority image transmission portions are displayed. In 
fact, the meaning of the preceding quote from Cash may be understood from Cash, col- 3, lines 
34-39 which recites: "Processor 221 interleaves the high priority data received from disc 222 
with the low priority data received by network interface 223 and then sends the interleaved data 
to decoder 224. The output of decoder 224 is the requested video segment which is then 
displayed on the client monitor 225." Thus, the preceding quote makes it clear that it is the 
interleaved data (i.e., high and low priority data interleaved together) that is ultimately displayed. 
This demonstrates that Cash does not disclose displaying the higher priority image transmission 
portions of the prioritized graphics file before displaying the lower priority image transmission 
portions of the prioritized graphics file, as alleged by the Examiner's Answer. 

09/181,402 7 
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In relation to the preceding argument, the Examiner's Answer in Response to 
Argument" argues that "it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art to display the image 
data with priority, in order to improve the operator's responsiveness upon received image, as both 
references teach that real-time transmission of the image data with order. " 

In response. Appellants contend that the preceding argument in the Examiner's Answer 
has presented a reason for obviousness created by the Examiner's Answer and not based on 
teachings from the prior art. Importantly, the preceding argument in the Examiner's Answer is 
not responsive to Appellant's argument that Cash does not teach or suggest that the higher 
priority image transmission portions arc displayed before the lower priority image transmission 
portions are displayed, but instead teaches that the interleaved data (i.e., high and low priority 
data interleaved together) arc displayed. Thus, the Examiner's Answer has not challenged 
Appellants argument refuting the allegation in die Examiner's Answer that Cash discloses 
"displaying] the higher priority image transmission portions of the prioritized graphics file 
before displaying the lower priority image transmission portions of the prioritized graphics file." 

Accordingly, Appellants contend that claim 2 is not unpatentable under 35 TJ.S.C. 
§1 03(a) over Scorsc in view of Cash. 

Claim 3 

Since claim 3 depends from claim 1, which Appellants have argued supra to be 
patentable under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a), Appellants maintain that claim 3 is not unpatentable under 
35 TJ.S.C. § 103(a). 

09/181,402 8 
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Since claim 4 depends from claim 1, which Appellants have argued supra to be 
patentable under 35 U.S.C. § 1 03(a), Appellants maintain that claim 4 is not unpatentable under 
35 U.S.C. §103(a). 

Tn addition, Appellants contend that Scorse in view of Cash does not disclose ''further 
comprising an image interpreter, the image interpreter saving the prioritized graphics file in a 
prioritized graphics iile format"* 

The Hxainincr's Answer argues: "Regarding claim 4, refer to the discussion for the claim 
1 hereinabove, Cash ct al further discloses that the image interpreter saving the prioritized 
graphics file in a prioritised graphics file format [408], (Sec Fig 2-4)". 

Tn response, Appellants contend that step 408 in FIG. 4 refers only to high priority data 
and not to the prioritized graphics file which is claimed in claim 4 to contain both higher and 
lower priority data. See Cash, col. 6, lines 36-37 ('In step 408, client 220 stores the high priority 
data, Thus, the argument in the Examiner's Answer in relation to claim 8 is not persuasive. 

Accordingly, Appellants contend that claim 4 is not unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. 
§103(a) over Scorse in view of Cash. 

Claim 5 

Since claim 5 depends from claim 1, which Appellants have argued siq>ra to be 
patentable under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a), Appellants maintain that claim 5 is not unpatentable under 
35 U.S.C. § 103(h). 

09/181,402 9 
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Claim 6 

Since claim 6 depends from claim 1, which Appellants have argued supra to be 
patentable under 35 ILS.C. § 103(a), Appellants maintain that claim 6 is not unpatentable under 
35LLS.C. § 103(a), 

In addition, Appellants contend that Scorsc in view of Cash does not disclose "wherein 
the prioritized graphics file format comprises a plurality of image transmission portions of the 
prioritized graphics filc 1 each image transmission porlion corresponding to the at least one 
priority". 

The Examiner' Answer argues "Regarding claim 6, refer to the discussion for the claims 
I and 5 hereinabove, Scorsc ct al discloses that the prioritized graphics file format comprises a 
plurality of image transmission portions of the prioritized graphics file, each image transmission 
portion corresponding to the at least one priority. (Sec Fig 1, Fjg 3D, col 5 line 6-24, col 5 line 
63~col6linc33)'\ 

In response, Appellants contend that (he preceding argument in the Examiner's Answer is 
inconsistent with the assertion in the Examiner's Answer that "Scorse et al does not explicitly 
disclose that a single prioritized graphics file residing in the memory, which contains higher 
priority image transmission portions and lower priority image transmission portions, " In essence, 
the argument in the Examiner's Answer in relation to claim 6 alleges that Scorsc discloses the 
claimed prioritized graphics file, even though the Examiner's Answer elsewhere admits that 
Scorsc docs not disclose the claimed prioritized graphics file. 

Accordingly, Appellants contend that claim 6 is not unpatentable under 35 U.S.C, 
§ 103(a) over Scorsc in view of Cash. 

09/181,402 10 
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The Examiner's Answer alleges: "Regarding claim 8, claim 8 is similar in scope to the 
combination of claims 1 and 2, and thus the rejections to claims 1 and 2 hereinabove are nlso 
applicable to claim 8." 

Jn response, Appellants refer to Appellants' arguments presented supra in relation to 
claims 1 and 2. 

Accordingly, Appellants contend that claim 8 is not unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 1 03(a) over Scorsc in view of Cash, 

Claims 9-12 

Since claims 9-12 depend from claim 8, which Appellants have argued supra to be 
patentable under 35 U,S.C §l03(a) ? Appellants maintain that claims 9-1 2 arc not unpatentable 
under 35 U.S.G § 103(a). 

In addition, the Examiner's Answer alleges: "Regarding claims 9-12, claims 9-12 arc 
rcspoclively equivalent to claims 3-6, and thus the rejections to claims 3-6 hereinabove are also 
respectively applicable to claims 9-12, but applied in view of the rejections to base claim 8." 

In response, Appellants refer to Appellants' arguments presented supra in relation to 
claims 3-6, applied in view of claim 8. 

Accordingly, Appellants contend that claims 9-12 are not unpatentable under 35 U«S,C. 
§ 1 03 (a) over Scorsc in view of Cash. 

09/181,402 11 
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Claims 14-16 

The Examiner's Answer alleges: "Regarding claims 14-16, claims 14-16 arc similar in 
scope to claim 1, and thus the rejection to claim 1 hereinabove is also applicable to claims 14-16. 
In addition, Cash ct al discloses that signal bearing media bearing the image interpreter wherein 
the signal bearing media comprises transmission media or recordable media. (Sees Fig 2) " 

In response. Appellants refer to Appellants' arguments presented supra in relation to 
claim 1, 

Accordingly, Appellants contend that claims 14-16 are not unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 1 03(a) over Scorse in view of Cash. 

Claims 17-21 

Since claims 1 7-21 depend from claim 14, which Appellants have argued supra lo be 
patentable under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a), Appellants maintain that claims 17-21 arc not unpatentable 
under 35 U.S.C. §103(a). 

In addition, the Examiner's Answer alleges: "Regarding claims 17-21, claims 17-21 arc 
respectively equivalent to claims 2-6 and thus the rejections to claims 2-6 hereinabove are also 
respectively applicable to claims 17-21, but applied in view of the rejections to base claim 14." 

In response, Appellants refer to Appellants' arguments presented supra in relation to 
claims 2-6, applied in view of claim 14. 

Accordingly, Appellants contend that claims 17-21 arc not unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. 
§103(a) over Scorse in view of Cash. 

09/1 SI ,402 12 
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The Examinees Answer alleges: "Regarding claim 23, claim 23 is the corresponding 
program product of claims 14 and 17* Thus, the rejections to claims 14 and 1 7 hereinabove arc 
also applicable to claim 23 

In response, Appellants refer to Appellants' arguments presented supra in relation to 
claims 14 and 17. 

Accordingly, Appellants contend that claim 23 is not unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 103(a) over Scorse in view of Cash. 

Claims 24-29 

Since claims 24-29 depend from claim 23, which Appellants have argued supra to be 
patentable under 35 U.S.C, § 103(a), Appellants maintain that claims 24-29 arc not unpatentable 
under 35 U.S.C. §103(a). 

In addition, the Examiner's Answer alleges; "Regarding claims 24-29, claims 24-29 arc 
respectively equivalent to claims 15-21 and thus the rejections to claims 1 5-21 hereinabove arc 
also respectively applicable to claims 24-30, but applied in view of the rejections to base claim 
23'\ 

In response, Appellants refer to Appellants' arguments presented supra in relation to 
chums 15-22, applied in view of claim 23. 

Accordingly, Appellants contend that claims 24-29 are not unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 103(a) over Scorse in view of Cash. 

09/181,402 13 
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CUuniJU 

Tlic Examiner's Answer alleges: "Regarding claim 31, claim 31 is similar in scope to 
claim 1, and thus, the rejection to claim I hereinabove is also applicable to claim 3 1 n . 

hi response, Appellants refer to Appellants' arguments presented supra in relation to 
daim 1. 

ss in relation to claim 3 1 . 

Accordingly, Appellants contend that claim 31 is not unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 103(a) over Scorscin view of Cash. 

Claim 32-34 

Since claims 32-34 depends from claim 31, which Appellants have argued supra to be 
patentable under 35 U.S.C, § 103(a), Appellants maintain that claims 32-34 arc not unpatentable 
under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a). 

Accordingly, Appellants contend that claims 32-34 arc not unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 1 03 (a) over Scorsc in view of Cash, applied in view of claim 3 L 

Claim 35 and 38-40 

The Examiner's Answer alleges: "Regarding claim 35 and 38-40, claim 35 and 38-40 arc 
similar in scope to claims 8, 13 and 10-12. Tims, the rejections to claims 8, 13 and 10-12 
hereinabove are also applicable to claim 35 and 38-40". 

In response, Appellants refer to Appellants' arguments presented supra in relation to 
claims 8, 13 and 10-12. 

09/181,402 14 
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Accordingly, Appellants contend that claims 35 and 38-40 arc not unpatentable under 35 
U.S.C. §1 03(a) over Scorsc in view of Cash. 

Claim 37 

Since claim 37 depends from claim 35, which Appellants have argued supra to be 
patentable under 35 U.S.C, §103 (a). Appellants maintain that claim 37 is not unpatentable under 
35U.S.C. §103(a). 

In addition, Appellants contend that Scorsc in view of Cash does not disclose "wherein 
the step of translating the image transmission portion of the prioritized graphics file into image 
data further comprises the step of decompressing the image transmission portion of the 
prioritized graphics file". 

The Examiner's Answer argues: "Regarding claim 37, Scorsc ct al discloses that the step 
of translating the portion of the image file into image data further comprises that step of 
decompressing the portion of the image file. (Sec Fig 3-6)*\ 

In response, Appellants contend that the preceding argument by the Examiner's Answer 
is inconsistent with the Examiner's assertion that "Seorse et al does not explicitly disclose that a 
single prioritized graphics file residing in the memory, which contains higher priority image 
transmission portions and lower priority image transmission portions, " In essence, the 
Jixamincr's argument in relation to claim 37 alleges that Scorse discloses the claimed prioritized 
graphics file, even though the Examiner's Answer elsewhere admits that Scorsc does not 
disclose the claimed prioritized graphics file. 

Accordingly, Appellants contend that claim 37 is not unpatentable under 35 U.S.C 

09/181,402 15 
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§ 1 03(a) ever Scorsc in view of Cash. 
Claims 4 1-49 

Since claims 41-43, 44-46, and 47-49 depend from claim 1, claim 14 7 and claim 31, 
respectively, which Appellants have argued supra to be patentable under 35 U.S.C. §103(a), 
Appellants maintain that claims 41-49 are not unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a), 

In addition, the Examiner's Answer argues: "Regarding claims 41-49, claims 41-49 arc 
similar in scope to the claim 5, and thus the rejection to claim 5 hereinabove is also applicable to 
claims 4 M9." 

In response, Appellants refer to Appellants 1 arguments presented supra in relation to 
claim 5. 

In addition, Appellants maintain that the basis in the Examiner's Answer for rejecting 
claim 5 is not sufficient for rejecting claims 44-46, because claim 5 claims an apparatus whereas 
claims 44-46 claim a program product. 

In addition, Appellants maintain that the basis in the Examiner's Answer for rejecting 
claim 5 is not sufficient for rejecting claims 47-49, because claim 5 claims an apparatus whereas 
claims 47-49 claim a method. 

Accordingly, Appellants contend that claims 41-49 are not unpatentable under 35 U.S.C, 
§ 1 03(a) over Scorsc in view of Cash, 
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GROUND OV REJECT ION 2 

Claims 7, 13, 22, 30, and 36 as allegedly being unpatentable under 35 U.S.C §1 03(a) 
over Scorse et al. (5,426,51 3) in view of Cash et al (5,481,3 1 2) p and further in view of Wcbcr 
(5,477,445). 

Claim 7 

Since claim 7 depends from claim 1, wliich Appellants have argued stq?ra to be 
patentable under 35 U.S.C. §103(a), Appellants maintain that claim 7 is not unpatentable under 
35 U.S.C. § 103(a). 

In addition, Appellants contend that Scorse in view of Cash in view of Weber does not 
disclose the feature: i( the simulation browser adding a delay between image transmission portions 
of the prioritized graphics file**. 

The Examiner's Answer argues that Wcbcr discloses the preceding feature of claim 7 in 
the Abstract and col. 1, line 17-col. 2, line 29. 

In response, Appellants contend that the Abstract and col. 1, line 17-col . 2, line 29 of 
Weber do not teach or suggest the preceding feature of claim 7. 

Moreover, the Examiner's Answer has not supplied a legally persuasive argument as to 
why a person of ordinary skill in the art would modify Scorse by the teaching of Weber in 
relation to claim 7, In particular, established case law requires that the prior art must contain 
some suggestion or incentive that would have motivated a person of ordinary skill in the art to 
modify a reference or to combine references. Sec Karsten Mfg. Corp. V. Cleveland Gulf Co., 
242 F3d 1376, 58 U.S.P.Q.2d 1 286, 1293 (Fed. Cir. 2001 ("In holding an invention obvious in 
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view of a combination of references, there must be some suggestion, motivation, or teaching in 
the prior art that would have led a person of ordinary skill in the art to select the references and 
combine them in a way that would produce the claimed invention ")■ Sec also In re Gordon, 733 
F,2<1 900, 902, 221 U.S.P.Q. 1 125, 1127 (Fed. Cir. 1 984 ("The mere fact that the prior art could 
be so modified would not have made the motivation obvious unless the prior art suggested the 
desirability of the modification. 5 '). Appellant maintains that the JExaminer's Answer has not 
made any showing of where the prior art suggests incorporation of "the simulation browser 
adding a delay between image transmission portions of the prioritized graphics file" into the 
invention of Scorsc. Thus, the Examiner's Answer has created a reason for the combination that 
the Examiner's Answer has not supported by the cited prior art. By not citing any suggestion or 
incentive in the prior art for incorporating the preceding feature of claim 7 into the invention of 
Scorso, the Examiner's Answer has failed to establish a prima facie case of obviousness in 
relation to claims 7. 

Accordingly, Appellants contend that claim 7 is not unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 1 03(a) over Scorsc in view of Cash and further in view of Weber. 

C laims 13, 22 . 30, and 36 

Since claims 13, 22, 30, and 36 respectively depend from claims 8, 14, 23, and 35, which 
Appellants have argued supra to be patentable under 35 U.S.C. § 1 03(a), Appellants maintain that 
claims 13, 22, 30, and 36 are not unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a). 

In addition, the Examiner's Answer alleges: "Regarding claims 13,22,30 and 36, claims 
13,22,30 and 36 arc similar in scope to the combination of claims 1 and 7, and thus the rejections 
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to claims 1 and 7 hereinabove are also applicable to claims 13, 22, 30 and 36". 

In response, Appellants refer to Appellants' arguments presented stipra in relation to 
claims 1 and 7. 

Accordingly, Appellants contend thaL claims 13, 22, 30, and 36 are not unpatentable 
under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) over Scorsc in view of Cash and further in view of Weber. 

SUMMARY 

In summary, Appellants respectfully request reversal of the rejection of claims 1-49 
under 35 U.S.C. §103(a). 



Respectfully submitted, 




Jack P. Friedman 
Attorney Kor Appellant 
Registration No. 44,688 



Dated: I'/ot/v^F 



Schmeiser, Olscn & Watts 
3 Lear Jet 1 -anc - Suite 201 
Latham, New York I2J 10 
(518) 220-1S50 
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